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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1-20 have been examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 6-8, 10-11, 16-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Perlman et al., hereinafter Perlman, (USPN 5,898,80 - 
published April 27, 1999) in view of Coyle (Coyle, K., "Review of Lessig, Lawrence: 
Code and Other Laws of Cyberspace, Basic Books, 1999," 2000). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Perlman discloses a method for validating a 
user, comprising the steps of: 

receiving, in a server system, a request for a server resource from a client 
system (column 10, lines 744); 

determining a network address of the client system (column 6, lines 43-48, 
and column 7, lines 2-12); and 

determining a geographic location corresponding to the network address 
(column 9, lines 1 1 -20; column lines 1 5-22). 
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But Perlman does not explicitly explain permitting or denying access to the server 
resource according to the geographic location. 

However, Perlman teaches the use of a client's geographic location information 
in optimizing or differentiating server resources (column 11, line 60, through column 12, 
line 35, and column 14, lines 24-48). Moreover, Coyle teaches permitting or denying 
access to the server resource according to the geographic location (state regulation of 
online gaming can require denial of service to a client located in a state in which 
gambling is illegal; see page 4, paragraph 2). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Perlman to permit or deny 
access to the server resource according to the geographic location. One would be 
motivated to do so in order to comply with state law. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Perlman does not explicitly explain that the 
server resource includes an online gambling application. 

However, Perlman discloses that the server resource may be any provided by 
any business on the Internet (see column 14, lines 27-37), including the application of 
online games (column 14, lines 49-51), and where knowledge of the geographic location 
of the client may be significant (column 14, lines 37-38). 

Moreover, Coyle teaches that the server resource includes an online gambling 
application with which clients can be permitted or denied access depending on 
geographical location (states with laws prohibiting gambling can require Internet 
gambling sites to reject users; see page 4, paragraph 2). 
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Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Perlman wherein the server 
resource includes an online gambling application. One would be motivated to do so 
because online gambling is an Internet application wherein knowledge of the 
geographical location of the client is significant. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Perlman is relied on for teaching in regard to 
claim 1 . Perlman further discloses the step of receiving a passcode from the client 
system (column 11, lines 9-12 and Fig. 13). 

Regarding independent claim 8, Perlman discloses method accessing a 
remote server, comprising the steps of: 

requesting, in a client system, access to a server resource on a server system 
(column 10, lines 7-4); 

sending a network address of the client system to the server system (client sends 
network address to server for authentication; column 1 , lines 1-9 and Fig. 13); and 

sending a passcode to the server system (column 11, lines 9-12 and Fig. 13); 

and 

selectively receiving access to the server resource depending on the passcode 
(passcode used for authentication and access; see column 11, lines 9-12 and 20-24, 
and Fig. 13). 

But Perlman does not explicitly explain selectively receiving access to the server 
resource depending on a geographic location corresponding to the network address. 
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However, Coyle teaches selectively receiving access to the server resource 
depending on a geographic location corresponding to the network address, as 
discussed in the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 1 above. 

Independent claim 11 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

Dependent claims 16 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

Dependent claim 17 is rejected on the same basis as claim 7. 

Independent claim 18 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 

3. Claims 2 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Perlman in view of Coyle as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view 
of CableModemlnfo.com FAQ, hereinafter CableModemlnfo, ("Most Commonly Asked 
Cable Modem and xDSL Questions" - published November 1 1 , 1999). 

Perlman and Coyle do not explain that the network address is an Internet 
Protocol (IP) address. 

However, Perlman and Coyle disclose a client network address in association 
with a direct Internet connection (use of cable modem connection with WebTV to 
browse World Wide Web directly; column 3, lines 17-20 and 61-67, and Column 4, lines 
1-3). And CableModemlnfo teaches that a cable modem is assigned an IP address and 
that the IP address is essential to connecting to the Internet directly (see page 4, 
paragraph 1; page 7, paragraph 2; and page 8, paragraph 3). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Perlman and Coyle to use an 
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IP address as the network address. One would be motivated to do so in order to 
connect directly to the Internet. 

4. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Perlman in view of Coyle, further in view of CableModemlnfo, as applied to claims 
1, 2, 11, and 12 above, and further in view of Padmanabhan et al., hereinafter 
Padmanabhan, (Padmanabhan, V. N., and Subramanian, L, "Determining the 
Geographic Location of Internet Hosts," Microsoft Research Technical Report MSR-TR- 
2000-1 1 0, Novermber 2000). 

Perlman, Coyle, and CableModemlnfo are relied upon for the disclosure of a 
method wherein the IP address of a client is associated with the geographic location of 
the client. But Perlman, Coyle, and CableModemlnfo do not explain that the geographic 
location is determined from a name-server entry corresponding to the network address 
of the client system. 

However, Padmanabhan teaches a method of determining geographic location 
from a name-server entry corresponding to the network address of the client system in 
order to solve the problem of determining location when only an IP address is known 
(location determined from entry in Domain Name Server (DNS); see section 1 M 
paragraph 1, and section 2.1, paragraph 1). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Perlman, Coyle, and 
CableModemlnfo to use a name-server entry corresponding to the network address of 
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the client system to determine the geographic location of a client system. One would be 
motivated to do so where the client system is identified by only by an IP address and 
the geographic location of the client is desired. 

5. Claims 4 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Perlman in view of Coyle, further in view of CableModemlnfo, further in view of 
Padmanabhan, as applied to claims 1-3 and 11-13 above, and further in view of Alcorn 
ei al. f hereinafter Alcorn, (USPN 6,104,815 - published August 15, 2000). 

Perlman, Coyle, CableModemlnfo, and Padmanabhan do not explain that the 
geographic location is determined from a global positioning system receiver on the 
client system. 

However, Perlman, Coyle, CableModemlnfo, and Padmanabhan disclose 
numerous communication channels other than POTS that provide no ready means of 
determining geographic location (see Perlman, column 4, lines 53-62, and column 5, 
lines 44-51). Even determining location from a name-server entry can be unreliable 
(see Padmanabhan, section 1., paragraph 2). 

Yet Alcorn teaches a method wherein the geographic location is determined from 
a global positioning system receiver on the client system which can be connected to a 
server through any communications network (GPS receiver provides geographic 
location of client to server for authentication; see column 4, lines 60-67, column 5 lines 
1-7, and column 7, lines 13-20). 
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Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Perlman and Coyle to use a 
global positioning system receiver on the client system to determine the geographic 
location. One would be motivated to do so in order to provide the geographic location of 
a client to a server resource, such as an online gambling application, that requires the 
location to determine whether to permit or deny access, particularly where no other 
communications means exists with which to reliably determine the location. 

6. Claims 1, 4, 7, 8, 11, 14, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Beadle et al., hereinafter Beadle, ("Location Based Personal 
Mobile Computing and Communication" - published May 1998), in view of Sharp ("IrDA 
Application Note" - published August 31 , 1998). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Beadle discloses a method for validating a 
user, comprising the steps of: 

receiving, in a server system, a request for a server resource from a client 
system (Badge (client) sends signal to copier (server); see page 7, last paragraph); 

determining a geographic location corresponding to the network address 
(page 1, last paragraph, and page 3, third paragraph). 

permitting or denying access to the server resource according to the 
geographic location (access to copier services permitted only when client is 
geographically located within a short range of copier (co-location); see page 7, 
last paragraph). 
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But Beadle does not explicitly explain a method for determining a network 
address of the client system. 

However, Beadle discloses a client system employing the IrDA protocol with 
which to connect to a server or network (page 10, second paragraph). Sharp teaches 
that the IrDA protocol assigns a MAC address, or network address, for each IrDA 
device, which is exchanged between a transmitting device and a receiving device (see 
page 5, first paragraph). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Beadle to determine a network 
address of the client system. One would be motivated to do so in order to facilitate 
communication over a network employing IrDA. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Beadle and Sharp are relied on for teaching in 
regard to claim 1 . Sharp further discloses that the geographic location is determined 
from a global positioning system receiver on the client system (page 3, third paragraph). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Beadle and Sharp are relied on for teaching in 
regard to claim 1 . Beadle further discloses the step of receiving a passcode from the 
client system (Badge ID sent from client system to transceiver (server) as 
authentication; see page 10, fourth paragraph, and page 11, fifth paragraph). 

Regarding independent claim 8, Beadle discloses a method of accessing a 
remote server, comprising the steps of: 

requesting, in a client system, access to a server resource on a server 
system (Badge (client) sends signal to copier (server); see page 7, last paragraph); 
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sending a passcode to the server system (Badge ID of client sent to 
transceiver (server) as authentication; see page 10, fourth paragraph, and page 11, fifth 
paragraph); and 

selectively receiving access to the server resource depending on the 
passcode and a geographic location corresponding to the network address (Badge ID 
and co-location of client and server determine access (see page 10, fourth paragraph). 

But Beadle does not explicitly explain a step for sending a network address of the 
client system to the server system. 

However, Beadle discloses a client system employing the IrDA protocol with 
which to connect to a server or network (page 10, second paragraph). Sharp teaches 
that the IrDA protocol assigns a MAC address, or network address, for each IrDA 
device, which is exchanged between a transmitting device and a receiving device (see 
page 5, first paragraph). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the computer art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method of Beadle to include a step for 
sending a network address of the client system to the server system. One would be 
motivated to do so in order to facilitate communication over a network employing IrDA. 

Independent claim 14 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

Dependent claim 14 is rejected on the same basis as claim 4. 

Dependent claim 17 is rejected on the same basis as claim 7. 

Independent claim 18 is rejected on the same basis as claim 8. 
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Conclusion 



7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Elmore whose telephone number is 703-306-5538. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 9-7. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Greg Morse can be reached on 703-308-4789. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




